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One Congress Plaza 
111 Congress Avenue 
Suite 1000 
Austin, TX  78701-4073 
512.691.4003 tel 
512.519.7629 fax 
www.kattenlaw.com.. 


 
WHIT SWIFT 


whit.swift@kattenlaw.com 
(512) 691-4003 direct 
 
 


 
January 7, 2015 


VIA E-MAIL  
 
Mr. Dave Hensley (6EN-AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue  
Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 
 
Re: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, DuPont La Porte, Risk Management Plan 


Inspection – December 15, 2014 through December 18, 2014, Requests for 
Documents  
 


Dear Mr. Hensley: 


In connection with the above-referenced request by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(“EPA”), E.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company (“DuPont” or “Company”) is providing you 
with documents responsive to your December 18, 2014 request.   
  
Please note that the information that the Company is providing constitutes confidential trade 
secrets and commercial or financial information (“Confidential Business Information” or “CBI”) 
exempted from public disclosure under 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(4) and subject to a claim of 
confidentiality under 40 C.F.R. § 2.208. Confidential business information gathered under the 
authority of Section 114 of the Clean Air Act is subject to 40 CFR § 2.301 and appropriate steps 
should be taken to properly safeguard the information. 40 C.F.R. § 2.211. We have marked 
specific documents as CBI where appropriate. Please treat these documents and the information 
they contain as confidential, as provided by the Freedom of Information Act or equivalent state 
law. 
 
The Company’s responses to the following EPA document and information requests are below. 
 
Request 1:  La Porte – 1st Party Environmental Compliance Audit, Kevin Roberts, 
1/27/2014 
 
RESPONSE:  
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In response to this request, DuPont is providing the 2014 “LaPorte – 1st Party Environmental 
Compliance Audit – RMP Program,” Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003392 through DUP-
LAP-EPA-0003508. 
 
Request 2:  La Porte – 1st Party Environmental Compliance Audit, Doris Ann Terrell, 
3/7/2011 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the 2011 “1st Party Environmental Compliance 
Audit – RMP Program,” Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003509 through DUP-LAP-EPA-
0003577. 
 
Request 3:  Final PSM Audit DuPont La Porte Plant, William L. Bobinger Jr., 3/19/2012 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the 2012 PSM Audit, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-
EPA-0003578 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003635. 
 
Request 4:  Final PSM Audit DuPont La Porte Plant, Jim Klein, 1/30/2009 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the 2009 PSM Audit, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-
EPA-0003636 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003700. 
 
Request 5:  DuPont La Porte, Texas Emergency Plan (DuPont only) 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the La Porte Facility Emergency Response Plan, 
Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0000759 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0001427.  
 
Request 6:  Incident Investigation Report of 11/15/2014 (when Final) 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
The investigation of the November 15, 2014 incident is ongoing.  The incident investigation 
report will be provided when it has been finalized, as requested. 
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Request 7:  Incident Investigation Report of 3/23/2011 #11-0082-RCI, 1/23/2012 #12-0051-
RCI, 8/8/2013 #13-0158-RCI, 9/22/2014 #14-0161-RCI 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the following Incident Investigation Reports: 
 


• Incident Number 11-0082-RCI, dated March 23, 2011, “HPI 2011-10 – Chemical 
Exposure at 7013 Reactor in Lannate,” Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003193 through 
DUP-LAP-EPA-0003231; 


• Incident Number 12-0051-RCI, dated January 23, 2012, “HPI 2012-05 – Mechanic 
Exposed to HF While Dismantling Valve,” Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003155 
through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003192;  


• Incident Number 13-0158-RCI, dated August 8, 2013, “HPI 2013-18 – Chlorine Release 
from Piping (D) – Lannate Permit No. 1834,” Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0002992 
through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003154; and 


•  Incident Number 14-0161-RCI, dated September 22, 2014, “HPI 2014-20 – SO2 Permit 
Exceedance from the Sulfuric Acid Unit Stack (D) – PSA Permit No. 21130,” Bates-
labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0002932 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002991. 


Request 8:  PHA IBU-2013-02, HTM Storage & Unloading, 12/31/2013 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing PHA 2013-IBU-02, “Process Hazard Analysis of 
“HTM Storage and Unloading,” dated December 31, 2013, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-
0002761 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002931. 
 
Request 9:  PHA IBU-2008-01, Highly Toxic Materials Handling, 2/20/2008 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing PHA 08-IBU-01, “Process Hazard Analysis of 
Highly Toxic Materials Handling,” dated December 20, 2008, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-
0002203 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002547. 
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Request 10:  Certification of Operating Procedures of all RMP Units for 2013 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing 2013 Certifications of Operating Procedures, 
Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003371 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003381. 
 
Request 11:  Certification of Operating Procedures of all RMP Units for 2014 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing 2014 Certifications of Operating Procedures, 
Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003353 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003370. 
 
Request 12:  Mechanical Integrity Inspection Documentation for Methyl Mercaptan 
storage tank 2000-2014 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing inspection documentation for the Methyl 
Mercaptan Storage Tank, including Vessel Inspection Reports, Equipment Inspection Plans, and 
Change Request Forms, dated January 4, 2001 through  February 18, 2013,  Bates-labeled DUP-
LAP-EPA-0003251 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003352. 
 
Request 13:  Ultra Pipe thickness report for Methyl Mercaptan storage tank, 12/18/2014 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the UltraPipe Thickness Report for Methyl 
Mercaptan Storage Tank, equipment ID 406-7010-08.00,  Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-
0003235 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003250. 
 
Request 14:  Blank Ultra PIRE Corrosion Monitoring New Survey Report, 12/18/2014 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
DuPont will supplement its response with the requested document. 
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Request 15:  Lannate Methamyl Insecticide Technical Standard La Porte Plant 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the Lannate Methomyl Insecticide Technical 
Standard for the La Porte Plant, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0000062 through DUP-LAP-
EPA-0000758. 
 
Request 16:  Employee Training Files for:  Robert Tisnado, Crystle Wise, Danny Francis, 
Clarence Baker, & Manuel Tisnado 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the training files for: 
  


• Robert Tisnado, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003701 through DUP-LAP-EPA-
0003868; 


• Crystle Wise, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003869 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003943; 


• Danny Francis, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003944 through DUP-LAP-EPA-
0004061; 


• Clarence Wade Baker, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0004062 through DUP-LAP-EPA-
0004158; and 


• Gilbert Manual Tisnado, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0004159 through DUP-LAP-
EPA-0004298. 


Request 17:  Certification of Operating Procedures in Lannate area for 2012 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing 2012 Certifications of Operating Procedures, 
Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003382 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003391. 
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Request 18:  PHA 2013-IBU-03 – A2213 Synthesis Nitrosation, Chlorination, Filtration, & 
Thiolation, 12/31/2013 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing PHA 2013-IBU-03, “Process Hazard Analysis of 
A2213 Nitrosation, Chlorination, Filtration, & Thiolation,” dated December 31, 2013, Bates-
labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0001950 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002202. 
 
Request 19:  PHA 2008-APT/2008-IBU-03 A2213 Nitrosation, Filtration, Chlorination and 
Thiolation 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing PHA 2008-API-01 / 2008-IBU-03, “Process 
Hazard Analysis of A2213 Nitrosation, Chlorination, Filtration, & Thiolation,” dated December 
31, 2008, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0002548 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002760. 
 
Request 20:  PHA 2011-IBU-01 MHTA Synthesis, 12/15/2011 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing PHA 2011-IBU-01, “Process Hazard Analysis of 
MHTA Synthesis,” dated December 15, 2011, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0001673 through 
DUP-LAP-EPA-0001949. 
 
Request 21:  PHA 2006-LAN-02 MHTA Synthesis, 1/20/2007 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing PHA 06-LAN-02, “Process Hazard Analysis of 
MHTA Synthesis,” dated January 20, 2007, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0001428 through 
DUP-LAP-EPA-0001672. 
 
Request 22: Mechanical Integrity Inspection or Testing History of: 
 


a) Wet End Fan (404-7003-01) 
b) Dry End Fan (404-7004-01) 
c) 7015 Bay Fan (404-7015-75) 
d) Melt Bay Fan (FAA not available) 
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e) Methyl Mercaptan Detectors (406-0659-XD 0-9) 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
In response to this request, DuPont is providing the work order history for the equipment 
specified, Bates-labeled DUP-LAP-EPA-0003232 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003234. 


 
# # # 


 
The Company reserves its rights related to the inadvertent disclosure of attorney-client 
information or work-product information included in this production. Under Federal Rule of 
Evidence 502, the disclosure of such information does not operate as a waiver in a federal or 
state proceeding if: (1) the disclosure is inadvertent, (2) the company took reasonable steps to 
prevent the disclosure, and (3) the company took reasonable steps to rectify the error. FED. R. 
EVID. 502(b). “The rule applies to inadvertent disclosures made to a federal office or agency, 
including but not limited to an office or agency that is acting in the course of its regulatory, 
investigative, or enforcement authority.” Explanatory Notes, Rule 502, Judicial Conference 
Advisory Committee on Evidence Rules, revised Nov. 28, 2007. Please immediately notify me if 
you discover information in this production that suggests the document is subject to the attorney-
client privilege or protected by the work-product doctrine. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 512-691-4003. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


  
Whit Swift 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Katten Dropoff <helpdesk@kattenlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 7:12 PM
To: Hensley, Dave
Subject: [Katten Dropoff] Brown, Stephanie D has dropped off a file for you


This is an automated message sent to you by the files.kattenlaw.com service.  
 
Brown, Stephanie D (stephanie.brown@kattenlaw.com) has dropped‐off a file for you. 
 
IF YOU TRUST THE SENDER, and are expecting to receive a file from them, you may choose to retrieve the drop‐off by 
clicking the following link (or copying and pasting it into your web browser): 
 
  
https://files.kattenlaw.com/pickup.php?claimID=4sQFg8czUetwZnEC&claimPasscode=peuzkZY9ViMHeod9&emailAddr=
hensley.dave%40epa.gov 
 
You have 5 days to retrieve the drop‐off; after that the link above will expire. If you wish to contact the sender, just reply 
to this email. 
 
The sender has left you a note: 
 
On behalf of DuPont, please find enclosed a production of materials in response to requests for documents relating to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, DuPont La Porte, Risk Management Plan Inspection – December 15, 2014 
through December 18, 2014.  Please let us know if you have any problems accessing the materials. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, DuPont La Porte, Risk Management Plan Inspection – December 15, 2014 
through December 18, 2014, Requests for Documents 
 
Full information about the drop‐off: 
 
    Claim ID:          4sQFg8czUetwZnEC 
    Claim Passcode:    peuzkZY9ViMHeod9 
    Date of Drop‐Off:  2015‐01‐07 19:12:10‐0600 
 
    ‐‐ Sender ‐‐ 
      Name:            Brown, Stephanie D 
      Organisation:    Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP 
      Email Address:   stephanie.brown@kattenlaw.com 
      IP Address:      69.25.241.10  (69.25.241.10) 
 
    ‐‐ File ‐‐ 
      Name:            EPA RMP PROD 01_.rar 
      Description:      
      Size:            479.5 MB 
      Content Type:    application/octet‐stream 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Swift, Whit <whit.swift@kattenlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 6:46 PM
To: Hensley, Dave
Cc: Robert.B.Doremus-2@dupont.com; Kevin.L.Roberts@dupont.com; Deborah.H.Tandarich-1


@dupont.com
Subject: DuPont La Porte Plant - RMP Inspection - Production of Documents
Attachments: 01 07 15 DuPont La Porte EPA RMP Production 1 Cover Letter.pdf


Dave ‐  
 
Attached please find the transmittal letter for DuPont’s response to the document requests that you made on December 
18, 2014, at the conclusion of your on‐site RMP inspection of the DuPont La Porte Plant.  The documents have been 
electronically provided to you via Katten drop box today.  You should have received an email from Stephanie Brown 
(Stephanie.Brown@kattenlaw.com) providing you with a link to download all documents identified in this 
response.  Please download these documents within five days of receipt of this email, as the link will expire thereafter.  
 
If you have any questions about the response or accessing the files, please do not hesitate to contact me by email or 
phone at 512‐413‐2900. 
 
Whit 
 
Whit Swift  
Partner 
Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP 
One Congress Plaza, 111 Congress Avenue, Suite 1000 / Austin, TX 78701 
p / (512) 691-4003 f / (512) 519-7629 c / (512) 413-2900 
whit.swift@kattenlaw.com / www.kattenlaw.com  
 
PLEASE NOTE NEW PHONE NUMBER 
 
 
 


=========================================================== 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: 
This electronic mail message and any attached files contain information intended for the 
exclusive 
use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain information that 
is 
proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. 
If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, 
disclosure or  
distribution of this information may be subject to legal restriction or sanction.  Please 
notify 
the sender, by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the 
original  
message without making any copies. 
=========================================================== 
NOTIFICATION:  Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP is an Illinois limited liability partnership 
that has 
elected to be governed by the Illinois Uniform Partnership Act (1997). 
=========================================================== 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Holmstrom, Don <don.holmstrom@csb.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 3:14 PM
To: Hensley, Dave
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Johnson, Amanda; Lyon, Chris; Horowitz, Daniel; Banks, Johnnie; 


Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov; andy.goodridge@tceq.texas.gov
Subject: RE: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection


Thanks for the heads up Dave, I am copying your email to Dan Tillema who is the lead CSB investigator and will be on 
site for the next several weeks. 
 
 
Donald S. Holmstrom 
Director 
Western Regional Office 
US Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board 
P.O. Box 25465 
Lakewood, CO 80205 
303-236-8701(w) 
202-413-2690 (m) 
202-974-7607 (fax) 
Don.Holmstrom@csb.gov  
 
 
 


From: Hensley, Dave [mailto:Hensley.Dave@epa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 2:07 PM 
To: Holmstrom, Don; Banks, Johnnie; Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov; andy.goodridge@tceq.texas.gov 
Cc: Tates, Samuel 
Subject: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 
 
Hi; 
 
My name is Dave Hensley. I do Risk Management Program inspections for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6. I have been asked to do an inspection at the DuPont La Porte Plant, at 12501 Strang Road, La Porte, Texas. The 
inspection is planned for December 15 through 19, 2014. I will be arriving at the facility at approximately 1:00 PM on 
December 15, 2014. This inspection will cover the requirements of the Clean Air Act Section 112(r) and the Chemical 
Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR Part 68). The scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited 
to:  reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; interviews and taking of statements; reviewing of 
chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and photographs; and any other inspection activities 
necessary to determine compliance with the Act. 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
214‐665‐6739 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 








UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION6 


1445 ROSS A VENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 


CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ( 40 C.F .R. § 2.203) 


Company/Facility Name: 


-\) ()<:"-~ 


Inspector Name (print): 


Dave H eYts I e. 
Inspection Date: 


U.S. EPA, Region 6, 1445 Ross Ave., Dallas, TX 75202 


If no business confidentiality claim accompanies the information provided to EPA during this 
inspection or information you submit later, then EPA may make the information available to the 
public without further notice to the business .. Failure to sign this form will be considered by EPA 
to be a waiver by the facility of any confidentiality claim. EPA's regulations that govern the 
confidentiality ofbusiness information are contained in 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. You may 
assert a business confidentiality claim covering part or all of the information submitted, in the 
manner described by 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b), which states: 


(b) Method and time of asserting business confidentiality claim. A business which is 
submitting information to EPA may assert a business confidentiality claim covering the. 
information by placing on (or attaching to) the information, at the time it is submitted to EPA, 
a cover sheet, stamped or typed legend, or other suitable form of notice employing language 
such as trade secret, proprietary, or company confidential. Allegedly confidential portions of 
otherwise non-confidential documents should be clearly identified by the business, and may 
be submitted separately to facilitate identification andhandlit;t& by EPA. Ifthe business _ 
desires confidential treatment only until a certain date or untif the occurrence of a certain 
event, the notice should so state. 


However, certain categories of information outlined in 40 C.F.R. §§ 2.301-2.311, such as 
emission data and effluent data, or other information that is otherwise publicly available, are not 
eligible for confidential treatment. 


Ifyou claim any of the information submitted to be trade secret or other confidential business 
information, you must specify each record or portion of the record for which you assert a claim. 
Information covered by such a claim will be disclosed by EPA only to the extent, and by the 
means of the procedures, set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. All business confidentiality 
claims are subject to a determination by EPA of whether the business information is entitled to 
confidential treatment. If EPA needs to determine whether the information is entitled to 
confidential treatment, then you will receive written notice and opportunity to comment 
(Attachment 1) requesting that you substantiate your business confidentiality claims. EPA will 
construe your failure to assert a business confidentiality claim, or to furnish timely substantiation 







CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE Page2 


comments, as a waiver of any applicable claim. Any information subsequently determined to 
constitute a trade secret or other confidential business information will be protected under 
18 U.S.C. § 1905 and/or 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(4). 


I, e~hereby certifY that I am a 
. espons1 e !Cia s name an tit e rznt · A-


responsible official of \:J \>Ron+- ~C. \JJ)jrp,~e&.ts.S ~\o;_:fuat I am in receipt 
· . Fac1hty's usmess name rznt 


of this confidentiality notice, and that I am able to speak for the facility on this matter. 


Check·the appropriate box 
I have read this Notice and DO NOT want to make a claim ofbusiness confidentiality covering any . 
information provided to EPA during this inspection. 
Signature of the Responsible Official identified above Date 


I have read this Notice and will notify EPA in writing within 5 calendar days regarding any 
confidentiality claim cov~ring the information provided to EPA duril!& this in~ection. 
Signature of the Responsible Official identified above Date 


Information for which confidential treatment is requested, if any: 


( iel)l\. N(.)S. 1-2.2 O"l f>t.e... a+l~c!A.P~ -tvr""s. 


Attach additional sheets if needed. 


* Responsible Official refers to a facility representative witb the knowledge to make a confidentiality claim. 







CAA 112(r) Inspection 
DuPont La Porte Plant, La Porte, TX . 


Document Request Form . 
to he::_ /?e-1-t:>i.hed by t5"/A 


Date of Request: Date Required: 


!2/ I 8/J-olt-( 
Requestor's Name: Dave Hensley 


Document(s) Requested (include date(s) and author, if known): 
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3/ 19/;zc;:;A 
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'7/22-(2-ol'--/ 
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,?, ~ 114 ):_ f7 tf - 2 o I :J - C? Z.J I-f T /t1 S "/-c-r.?~~ e. & tf n /e-0 c/, 1;).- i J 2/.:71/ ;zo 1 3 
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/f. Ce.ri.'fJ.•co,f,'f>/) e-:1 ar'-er&-lf.A~ /r""ci?dt-tre_s "'+o.!t /fft1;f:JJ.1,.,."fs -f?ar- 2--t:J/t-f 


Request Rec'd by (name/date): 


Response Rec'd by (name/date): 


Bates Nos.: 







CAA 112(r) Inspection 
DuPont La Porte Plant, La Porte, TX . 


Date of Request: 


I 2/; ~ /1--o 1'-/ 


Requestor's Name: Dave Hensley 


Document Request Form 
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# Document Name Bates Numbers File Name
1 2014 “LaPorte – 1st Party Environmental Compliance Audit – RMP Program,” DUP-LAP-PA-0003392 through DUPLAP-EPA-0003508 DUP-LAP-PA-0003392
2 2011 “1st Party Environmental Compliance Audit – RMP Program,” DUP-LAP-EPA-0003509 through DUP-LAP-EPA- 0003577 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003509 
3 2012 PSM Audit DUP-LAPEPA- 0003578 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003635 DUP-LAP-EPA- 0003578
4 2009 PSM Audit DUP-LAPEPA-0003636 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003700 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003636


5 La Porte Facility Emergency Response Plan DUP-LAP-EPA-0000759 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0001427
DUP-LAP-EPA-0000759 & 
DUP-LAP-EPA-0001181


6
Incident Number 11-0082-RCI, dated March 23, 2011, “HPI 2011-10 – Chemical Exposure at 
7013 Reactor in Lannate,” DUP-LAP-EPA-0003193 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003231 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003193


7
Incident Number 12-0051-RCI, dated January 23, 2012, “HPI 2012-05 – Mechanic Exposed to 
HF While Dismantling Valve,” DUP-LAP-EPA-0003155 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003192 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003155


8
Incident Number 13-0158-RCI, dated August 8, 2013, “HPI 2013-18 – Chlorine Release from 
Piping (D) – Lannate Permit No. 1834,”  DUP-LAP-EPA-0002992 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003154 DUP-LAP-EPA-0002992


9
Incident Number 14-0161-RCI, dated September 22, 2014, “HPI 2014-20 – SO2 Permit 
Exceedance from the Sulfuric Acid Unit Stack (D) – PSA Permit No. 21130,”  DUP-LAP-EPA-0002932 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002991.


DUP-LAP-EPA-0002932 & 
DUP-LAP-EPA-0002956


10
PHA 2013-IBU-02, “Process Hazard Analysis of “HTM Storage and Unloading,” dated 
December 31, 2013 DUP-LAP-EPA- 0002761 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002931 DUP-LAP-EPA- 0002761


11
PHA 08-IBU-01, “Process Hazard Analysis of Highly Toxic Materials Handling,” dated 
December 20, 2008 DUP-LAP-EPA-0002203 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002547 DUP-LAP-EPA-0002203


12 2013 Certifications of Operating Procedures DUP-LAP-EPA-0003371 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003381 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003353
13 2014 Certifications of Operating Procedures DUP-LAP-EPA-0003353 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003370 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003353


14


Inspection documentation for the Methyl Mercaptan Storage Tank, including Vessel 
Inspection Reports, Equipment Inspection Plans, and Change Request Forms, dated January 
4, 2001 through February 18, 2013 DUPLAP-EPA-0003251 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003352 DUPLAP-EPA-0003251


15
UltraPipe Thickness Report for Methyl Mercaptan Storage Tank, equipment ID 406-7010-
08.00 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003235 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003250 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003235


16 Lannate Methomyl Insecticide Technical Standard for the La Porte Plant DUP-LAP-EPA-0000062 through DUP-LAPEPA-0000758 DUP-LAP-EPA-0000062
17 Robert Tisnado Training File DUP-LAP-EPA-0003701 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003868 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003701
18 Crystle Wise Training File DUP-LAP-EPA-0003869 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003943 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003869
19 Danny Francis Training File DUP-LAP-EPA-0003944 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0004061 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003944
20 Clarence Wade Baker Training File DUP-LAP-EPA-0004062 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0004158 DUP-LAP-EPA-0004062
21 Gilbert Manual Tisnado Training File DUP-LAP-EPA-0004159 through DUP-LAPEPA-0004298 DUP-LAP-EPA-0004159


22 2012 Certifications of Operating Procedures DUP-LAP-EPA-0003382 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003391 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003353 Same as 12 &13


23
PHA 2013-IBU-03, “Process Hazard Analysis of A2213 Nitrosation, Chlorination, Filtration, & 
Thiolation,” dated December 31, 2013 DUP-LAP-EPA-0001950 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002202 DUP-LAP-EPA-0001950


24
PHA 2008-API-01 / 2008-IBU-03, “Process Hazard Analysis of A2213 Nitrosation, 
Chlorination, Filtration, & Thiolation,” dated December 31, 2008 DUP-LAP-EPA-0002548 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0002760 DUP-LAP-EPA-0002548 


25 PHA 2011-IBU-01, “Process Hazard Analysis of MHTA Synthesis,” dated December 15, 2011 DUP-LAP-EPA-0001673 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0001949 DUP-LAP-EPA-0001673 


26 PHA 06-LAN-02, “Process Hazard Analysis of MHTA Synthesis,” dated January 20, 2007 DUP-LAP-EPA-0001428 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0001672 DUP-LAP-EPA-0001428


27


Work order history for the equipment specified [Wet End Fan (404-7003-01), Dry End Fan 
(404-7004-01), 7015 Bay Fan (404-7015-75), Melt Bay Fan (FAA not available), Methyl 
Mercaptan Detectors (406-0659-XD 0-9)] DUP-LAP-EPA-0003232 through DUP-LAP-EPA-0003234 DUP-LAP-EPA-0003232


DuPont / La Porte Plant Inspection Date 12/15-18/2014 CBI Documents 


Same File
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Hensley, Dave


From: Herman Rogers <Herman.Rogers@tceq.texas.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 3:25 PM
To: Hensley, Dave
Cc: Faith Cotton
Subject: RE: DuPont La Porte Risk Management Plan Inspection


Dave, 
 
I look forward to working with you as well.  Could you forward me a cellular phone contact number for use next week?    
 
My cell number is   
 
Kind Regards, 
Herman Rogers 
TCEQ Region 12  
Environmental Investigator 
(713) 422‐8923 
 


From: Hensley, Dave [mailto:Hensley.Dave@epa.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 4:21 PM 
To: Herman Rogers 
Subject: FW: DuPont La Porte Risk Management Plan Inspection 
 
 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. EPA 
 


From: Hensley, Dave  
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 4:11 PM 
To: 'faith.cotton@tceq.texas.gov'; 'herman.rodgers@tceq.texas.gov'; Corey Zindler 
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Phelps, Sherronda 
Subject: DuPont La Porte Risk Management Plan Inspection 
 
Hi; 
 
As you may know I am planning a Risk Management Plan Inspection for the week of 12/15‐18/2014. Your names were 
given me as those interested in participating in the inspection. I have arranged to be a the facility main gate at 1 PM, and 
have scheduled an opening conference at 2 PM. let’s meet at the DuPont main gate at 1PM. I am attaching the check list 
that I use to help guide these inspections and a preliminary document request is have sent to DuPont. I look forward to 
working with you. If you have any questions feel free to contact me at the below contact info.  
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
214‐665‐6739 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 


(b) (6)
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Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 3:07 PM
To: 'Don.Holmstrom@csb.gov'; 'Johnnie.Banks@csb.gov'; 'Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov'; 


'andy.goodridge@tceq.texas.gov'
Cc: Tates, Samuel
Subject: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection


Hi; 
 
My name is Dave Hensley. I do Risk Management Program inspections for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6. I have been asked to do an inspection at the DuPont La Porte Plant, at 12501 Strang Road, La Porte, Texas. The 
inspection is planned for December 15 through 19, 2014. I will be arriving at the facility at approximately 1:00 PM on 
December 15, 2014. This inspection will cover the requirements of the Clean Air Act Section 112(r) and the Chemical 
Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR Part 68). The scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited 
to:  reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; interviews and taking of statements; reviewing of 
chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and photographs; and any other inspection activities 
necessary to determine compliance with the Act. 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
214‐665‐6739 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2015 9:31 AM
To: 'whit.swift@kattenlaw.com'; 'Kevin.L.Roberts@usa.dupont.com'; Deborah.H.Tandarich-1


@dupont.com
Subject: CBI Form Attachment 1
Attachments: Filled_inspector_cbi_form_air_attachment.pdf


Hi; 
 
Now that I have received the documents I requested on December 18th form the ftp drop box and checked them in with 
our document control officer to maintain them in the manner required by the claim of confidential business information. 
To solidify your confidentiality claims,  I need you to answer the nine questions contained in the attached Notice of 
Opportunity to Comment. Please see the attachment for further directions. 
 
Please return to me a signed copy of the attached Notice of Opportunity for Comment.  
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 








1


Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 12:12 PM
To: 'Kevin.L.Roberts@usa.dupont.com'
Subject: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 12/15-19/2014
Attachments: EPARMP_List_of_documents_Dupont.docx; RMP  Level 3 Checklist.pdf


Mr. Roberts; 
 
My name is Dave Hensley. I do Risk Management Program inspections for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6. I have been asked to do an inspection at your facility. The inspection is planned for December 15 to 19, 2014. I 
will be arriving at your facility at approximately 1:00 PM on December 15, 2014. This inspection will cover the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act Section 112(r) and the Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR Part 68). The 
scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited to:  reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; 
interviews and taking of statements; reviewing of chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and 
photographs; and any other inspection activities necessary to determine compliance with the Act.  
 
Attached please find a checklist that I will use to guide the inspection, and a list of documents that I know I will need to 
review during the inspection. This list of documents is not intended to be all inclusive but a starting point.  
 
During the inspection I know I will need to talk to people who can tell me about your worst case scenario determination, 
process hazard analysis (PHA) program, incident investigation program, management of change program, mechanical 
integrity program, training program, and emergency response program.  
 
If there is an employee union at your facility, I need to extend an invitation to them to participate in the inspection. 
Please provide me the contact information for appropriate employee representatives.  
 
Feel free to contact me if you have questions or concerns.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
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Dave Hensley (6EN-AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202  


 
List of documents requested by the EPA for review during the inspection: 
 


1. Copy of Management System (68.15) 
2. Process flow diagram (68.65) 
3. Current Title V Permit (68.215) 
4. Worst case scenario documentation (68.39) 
5. A list of Incident Reports/Investigations for all incidents which resulted in, or could reasonably 


have resulted in a catastrophic release of a regulated substance over the last 3 years (68.81). 
a.  Incident Reports/Investigations for selected incidents (68.81)  
b. Including but not limited to: 


i. November 15, 2014, methyl mercaptan release 
ii. September 22, 2014, sulfur dioxide release 


iii. August 8, 2013, chlorine release 
iv. January 23, 2012, hydrofluoric acid release 
v. March 23, 2011, chlorine release 


6. Process Safety Information (68.65) 
7. Most recent and previous Process Hazard Analysis (PHA) for the Lannate (R) - API, and 


Fluoroproducts RMP units  
8. PHA Schedule of when the last two were done, and the next PHA will be done, for all RMP 


units.  
9. Written Procedure for Process Hazard Analysis (PHA) Program  
10. Annual certifications of all operating procedures in RMP units (68.69c) 
11. Written procedures to manage changes (68.75) 
12. List of last year’s management of changes (68.75) 
13. Risk management program compliance audits (two most recent) (68.79) 
14. Mechanical Integrity program written procedure.  Including fixed pipe circuits, tanks and 


rotating equipment and external inspections on all RMP units (68.73b).  
15. A list of any out of date inspections on RMP unit equipment (68.73d).  
16. Employee participation plan (68.83) 
17. Hot work permits from November 15, 2014 (68.85) 
18. Emergency response plan (68.95) 
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RMP Program Level 3 Process Checklist Facility Name: _____________________________________ 


Section A – Management [68.15] 


Management system developed and implemented as provided in 40 CFR 68.15?    �S �M �U �N/A 


Comments:    


Has the owner or operator:  


1. Developed a management system to oversee the implementation of the risk management program elements? [68.15(a)] �Y �N �N/A 


2. Assigned a qualified person or position that has the overall responsibility for the development, implementation, and 


integration of the risk management program elements? [68.15(b)]   


�Y �N �N/A 


3. Documented other persons responsible for implementing individual requirements of the risk management program and 


defined the lines of authority through an organization chart or similar document? [68.15(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Section B: Hazard Assessment [68.20-68.42] 


Hazard assessment conducted and documented as provided in 40 CFR 68.20-68.42?     �S �M �U �N/A 


Comments:    


Hazard Assessment: Offsite consequence analysis parameters [68.22]  


1. Used the following endpoints for offsite consequence analysis for a worst-case scenario: [68.22(a)] 


 � For toxics: the endpoints provided in Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 68? [68.22(a)(1)] 


 � For flammables: an explosion resulting in an overpressure of 1 psi? [68.22(a)(2)(i)]; or 


 � For flammables: a fire resulting in a radiant heat/exposure of 5 kw/m
2
 for 40 seconds? [68.22(a)(2)(ii)] 


 � For flammables: a concentration resulting in a lower flammability limit, as provided in NFPA documents or other 


generally recognized sources? [68.22(a)(2)(iii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. Used the following endpoints for offsite consequence analysis for an alternative release scenario: [68.22(a)] 


 � For toxics: the endpoints provided in Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 68? [68.22(a)(1)] 


 � For flammables: an explosion resulting in an overpressure of 1 psi? [68.22(a)(2)(i)] 


 � For flammables: a fire resulting in a radiant heat/exposure of 5 kw/m
2
 for 40 seconds? [68.22(a)(2)(ii)] 


 � For flammables: a concentration resulting in a lower flammability limit, as provided in NFPA documents or other 


generally recognized sources? [68.22(a)(2)(iii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


3. Used appropriate wind speeds and stability classes for the release analysis? [68.22(b)] �Y �N �N/A 


4. Used appropriate ambient temperature and humidity values for the release analysis? [68.22(c)] �Y �N �N/A 


5. Used appropriate values for the height of the release for the release analysis? [68.22(d)] �Y �N �N/A 


6. Used appropriate surface roughness values for the release analysis? [68.22(e)] �Y �N �N/A 


7. Do tables and models, used for dispersion analysis of toxic substances, appropriately account for dense or neutrally 


buoyant gases? [68.22(f)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


8. Were liquids, other than gases liquefied by refrigeration only, considered to be released at the highest daily maximum 


temperature, based on data for the previous three years appropriate for a stationary source, or at process temperature, 


whichever is higher? [68.22(g)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Worst-case release scenario analysis [68.25] 


9. Analyzed and reported in the RMP one worst-case release scenario estimated to create the greatest distance to an 


endpoint resulting from an accidental release of a regulated toxic substance from covered processes under worst-case 


conditions? [68.25(a)(2)(i)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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RMP Program Level 3 Process Checklist Facility Name: _____________________________________ 


10. Analyzed and reported in the RMP one worst-case release scenario estimated to create the greatest distance to an 


endpoint resulting from an accidental release of a regulated flammable substance from covered processes under worst-


case conditions? [68.25(a)(2)(ii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


11. Analyzed and reported in the RMP additional worst-case release scenarios for a hazard class if the worst-case release 


from another covered process at the stationary source potentially affects public receptors different from those 


potentially affected by the worst-case release scenario developed under 68.25(a)(2)(i) or 68.25(a)(2)(ii)? 


[68.25(a)(2)(iii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


12. Has the owner or operator determined the worst-case release quantity to be the greater of the following: [68.25(b)] 


 � If released from a vessel, the greatest amount held in a single vessel, taking into account administrative controls 


that limit the maximum quantity? [68.25(b)(1)]   


 � If released from a pipe, the greatest amount held in the pipe, taking into account administrative controls that limit 


the maximum quantity? [68.25(b)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.a. Has the owner or operator for toxic substances that are normally gases at ambient temperature and handled as a gas or liquid under pressure:  


13.a.(1) Assumed the whole quantity in the vessel or pipe would be released as a gas over 10 minutes? [68.25(c)(1)] �Y �N �N/A 


13.a.(2) Assumed the release rate to be the total quantity divided by 10, if there are no passive  mitigation systems in  


place? [68.25(c)(1)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.b. Has the owner or operator for toxic gases handled as refrigerated liquids at ambient pressure: 


13.b.(1) Assumed the substance would be released as a gas in 10 minutes, if not contained by passive mitigation systems 


or if the contained pool would have a depth of 1 cm or less? [68.25(c)(2)(i)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.b.(2)  If released substance would be contained by passive mitigation systems in a pool with a depth > 1 cm;  


� Assumed the quantity in the vessel or pipe (as determined per 68.25(b)) would be spilled 


instantaneously to form a liquid pool? [68.25(c)(2)(ii)] 


� Calculated the volatility rate at the boiling point of the substance and at the conditions specified in 


68.25(d)? [68.25(c)(2)(ii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.c. Has the owner or operator for toxic substances that are normally liquids at ambient temperature: 


13.c.(1) Assumed the quantity in the vessel or pipe would be spilled instantaneously to form a liquid pool? [68.25(d)(1)] �Y �N �N/A 


13.c.(2) Determined the surface area of the pool by assuming that the liquid spreads to 1 cm deep, if there is no passive 


mitigation system in place that would serve to contain the spill and limit the surface area, or if passive mitigation 


is in place, was the surface area of the contained liquid used to calculate the volatilization rate? [68.25(d)(1)(i)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.c.(3) Taken into account the actual surface characteristics, if the release would occur onto a surface that is not paved or 


smooth? [68.25(d)(1)(ii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.c.(4) Determined the volatilization rate by accounting for the highest daily maximum temperature in the past three 


years, the temperature of the substance in the vessel, and the concentration of the substance if the liquid spilled is 


a mixture or solution? [68.25(d)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.c.(5) Determined the rate of release to air from the volatilization rate of the liquid pool? [68.25(d)(3)] �Y �N �N/A 


13.c.(6) Determined the rate of release to air by using the methodology in the RMP Offsite Consequence Analysis 


Guidance, any other publicly available techniques that account for the modeling conditions and are recognized by 


industry as applicable as part of current practices, or proprietary models that account for the modeling conditions 


may be used provided the owner or operator allows the implementing agency access to the model and describes 


model features and differences from publicly available models to local emergency planners upon request? 


[68.25(d)(3)] 


 


  What modeling technique did the owner or operator use? [68.25(g)]   ______________________ 


�Y �N �N/A 
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13.d. Has the owner or operator for flammables: 


13.d.(1) Assumed the quantity in a vessel(s) of flammable gas held as a gas or liquid under pressure or refrigerated gas 


released to an undiked area vaporizes resulting in a vapor cloud explosion?  [68.25(e)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.d.(2) For refrigerated gas released to a contained area or liquids released below their atmospheric boiling point, 


assumed the quantity volatilized in 10 minutes results in a vapor cloud? [68.25(f)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13.d.(3) Assumed a yield factor of 10% of the available energy is released in the explosion for determining the distance to 


the explosion endpoint, if the model used is based on TNT-equivalent methods? [68.25(e)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


14. Used the parameters defined in 68.22 to determine distance to the endpoints? [68.25(g)] �Y �N �N/A 


15. Determined the rate of release to air by using the methodology in the RMP Offsite Consequence Analysis Guidance, 


any other publicly available techniques that account for the modeling conditions and are recognized by industry as 


applicable as part of current practices, or proprietary models that account for the modeling conditions may be used 


provided the owner or operator allows the implementing agency access to the model and describes model features and 


differences from publicly available models to local emergency planners upon request? [68.25(g)] 


 What modeling technique did the owner or operator use? [68.25(g)]  _____________________ 


�Y �N �N/A 


16. Ensured that the passive mitigation system, if considered, is capable of withstanding the release event triggering the 


scenario and will still function as intended? [68.25(h)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


17. Considered also the following factors in selecting the worst-case release scenarios: [68.25(i)] 


 � Smaller quantities handled at higher process temperature or pressure? [68.25(i)(1)] 


 � Proximity to the boundary of the stationary source?  [68.25(i)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Alternative release scenario analysis [68.28] 


18. Identified and analyzed at least one alternative release scenario for each regulated toxic substance held in a covered 


process(es) and at least one alternative release scenario to represent all flammable substances held in covered 


processes? [68.28(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


19. Selected a scenario: [68.28(b)]  


 � That is more likely to occur than the worst-case release scenario under 68.25? [68.28(b)(1)(i)] 


 � That will reach an endpoint off-site, unless no such scenario exists? [68.28(b)(1)(ii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


20. Considered release scenarios which included, but are not limited to, the following: [68.28(b)(2)] 


 � Transfer hose releases due to splits or sudden hose uncoupling? [68.28(b)(2)(i)]   


 � Process piping releases from failures at flanges, joints, welds, valves and valve seals, and drains or bleeds?  


[68.28(b)(2)(ii)]   


 � Process vessel or pump releases due to cracks, seal failure, or drain, bleed, or plug failure? [68.28(b)(2)(iii)] 


 � Vessel overfilling and spill, or overpressurization and venting through relief valves or rupture disks? 


[68.28(b)(2)(iv)]     


 � Shipping container mishandling and breakage or puncturing leading to a spill? [68.28(b)(2)(v)]   


�Y �N �N/A 


21. Used the parameters defined in 68.22 to determine distance to the endpoints? [68.28(c)] �Y �N �N/A 


22. Determined the rate of release to air by using the methodology in the RMP Offsite Consequence Analysis Guidance, 


any other publicly available techniques that account for the modeling conditions and are recognized by industry as 


applicable as part of current practices, or proprietary models that account for the modeling conditions may be used 


provided the owner or operator allows the implementing agency access to the model and describes model features and 


differences from publicly available models to local emergency planners upon request? [68.28(c)] 


 What modeling technique did the owner or operator use? [68.25(g)]    ____________________ 


�Y �N �N/A 
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23. Ensured that the passive and active mitigation systems, if considered, are capable of withstanding the release event 


triggering the scenario and will be functional? [68.28(d)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


24. Considered the following factors in selecting the alternative release scenarios: [68.28(e)] 


 � The five-year accident history provided in 68.42? [68.28(e)(1)] 


 � Failure scenarios identified under 68.50?  [68.28(e)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Defining off-site impacts–Population [68.30] 


25. Estimated population that would be included in the distance to the endpoint in the RMP based on a circle with the 


point of release at the center? [68.30(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


26. Identified the presence of institutions, parks and recreational areas, major commercial, office, and industrial buildings 


in the RMP? [68.30(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


27. Used most recent Census data, or other updated information to estimate the population? [68.30(c)] �Y �N �N/A 


28. Estimated the population to two significant digits? [68.30(d)] �Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Defining off-site impacts–Environment [68.33] 


29. Identified environmental receptors that would be included in the distance to the endpoint based on a circle with the 


point of release at the center? [68.33(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


30. Relied on information provided on local U.S.G.S. maps, or on any data source containing U.S.G.S. data to identify 


environmental receptors? [Source may have used LandView to obtain information] [68.33(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Review and update [68.36] 


31. Reviewed and updated the off-site consequence analyses at least once every five years? [68.36(a)] �Y �N �N/A 


32. Completed a revised analysis and submit a revised RMP within six months of a change in processes, quantities stored 


or handled, or any other aspect that might reasonably be expected to increase or decrease the distance to the endpoint 


by a factor of two or more? [68.36(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Documentation [68.39] 


33. For worst-case scenarios: a description of the vessel or pipeline and substance selected, assumptions and parameters 


used, the rationale for selection, and anticipated effect of the administrative controls and passive mitigation on the 


release quantity and rate? [68.39(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


34. For alternative release scenarios: a description of the scenarios identified, assumptions and parameters used, the 


rationale for the selection of specific scenarios, and anticipated effect of the administrative controls and mitigation on 


the release quantity and rate? [68.39(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


35. Documentation of estimated quantity released, release rate, and duration of release? [68.39(c)] �Y �N �N/A 


36. Methodology used to determine distance to endpoints? [68.39(d)] �Y �N �N/A 


37. Data used to estimate population and environmental receptors potentially affected? [68.39(e)] �Y �N �N/A 


Hazard Assessment: Five-year accident history [68.42] 


38. Has the owner or operator included all accidental releases from covered processes that resulted in deaths, injuries, or 


significant property damage on site, or known offsite deaths, injuries, evacuations, sheltering in place, property 


damage, or environmental damage?  [68.42(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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39. Has the owner or operator reported the following information for each accidental release: [68.42(b)] 


 � Date, time, and approximate duration of the release? [68.42(b)(1)] 


 � Chemical(s) released? [68.42(b)(2)] 


 � Estimated quantity released in pounds and percentage weight in a mixture (toxics)? [68.42(b)(3)] 


 � NAICS code for the process? [68.42(b)(4)] 


 � The type of release event and its source? [68.42(b)(5)] 


 � Weather conditions (if known)? [68.42(b)(6)] 


 � On-site impacts? [68.42(b)(7)] 


 � Known offsite impacts? [68.42(b)(8)] 


 � Initiating event and contributing factors (if known)? [68.42(b)(9)] 


 � Whether offsite responders were notified (if known)? [68.42(b)(10)] 


 � Operational or process changes that resulted from investigation of the release? [68.42(b)(11)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Section C: Prevention Program 


Implemented the Program 3 prevention requirements as provided in 40 CFR 68.65 - 68.87?   �S �M �U �N/A 


Comments:    


Prevention Program- Safety information [68.65] 


1. Has the owner or operator compiled written process safety information, which includes information pertaining to the 


hazards of the regulated substances used or produced by the process, information pertaining to the technology of the 


process, and information pertaining to the equipment in the process, before conducting any process hazard analysis 


required by the rule? [68.65(a)] 


 Does the process safety information contain the following for hazards of the substances: [68.65(b)] 


 � Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) that meet the requirements of the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard 


[29 CFR 1910.1200(g)]? [68.48(a)(1)] 


 � Toxicity information? [68.65(b)(1)] 


 � Permissible exposure limits? [68.65(b)(2)] 


 � Physical data? [68.65(b)(3)] 


 � Reactivity data? [68.65(b)(4)] 


 � Corrosivity data? [68.65(b)(5)] 


 � Thermal and chemical stability data? [68.65(b)(6)] 


 � Hazardous effects of inadvertent mixing of materials that could foreseeably occur? [68.65(b)(7)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. Has the owner documented information pertaining to technology of the process? 


 � A block flow diagram or simplified process flow diagram? [68.65(c)(1)(i)] 


 � Process chemistry? [68.65(c)(1)(ii)] 


 � Maximum intended inventory? [68.65(c)(1)(iii)] 


 � Safe upper and lower limits for such items as temperatures, pressures, flows, or compositions? [68.65(c)(1)(iv)] 


 � An evaluation of the consequences of deviation? [68.65(c)(1)(iv)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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3. Does the process safety information contain the following for the equipment in the process: [68.65(d)(1)] 


 � Materials of construction? 68.65(d)(1)(i)] 


 � Piping and instrumentation diagrams [68.65(d)(1)(ii)] 


 � Electrical classification? [68.65(d)(1)(iii)] 


 � Relief system design and design basis? [68.65(d)(1)(iv)] 


 � Ventilation system design? [68.65(d)(1)(v)] 


 � Design codes and standards employed? [68.65(d)(1)(vi)] 


 � Material and energy balances for processes built after June 21, 1999? [68.65(d)(1)(vii)] 


 � Safety systems? [68.65(d)(1)(viii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


4. Has the owner or operator documented that equipment complies with recognized and generally accepted good 


engineering practices? [68.65(d)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


5. Has the owner or operator determined and documented that existing equipment, designed and constructed in 


accordance with codes, standards, or practices that are no longer in general use, is designed, maintained, inspected, 


tested, and operating in a safe manner? [68.65(d)(3)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program- Process Hazard Analysis [68.67] 


6. Has the owner or operator performed an initial process hazard analysis (PHA), and has this analysis identified, 


evaluated, and controlled the hazards involved in the process? [68.67(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


7. Has the owner or operator determined and documented the priority order for conducting PHAs, and was it based on an 


appropriate rationale? [68.67(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


8. Has the owner used one or more of the following technologies to conduct process PHA: [68.67(b)] 


 � What-if? [68.67(b)(1)] 


 � Checklist? [68.67(b)(2)] 


 � What-if/Checklist? [68.67(b)(3)] 


 � Hazard and Operability Study (HAZOP) [68.67(b)(4)] 


 � Failure Mode and Effects Analysis (FMEA) [68.67(b)(5)] 


 � Fault Tree Analysis? [68.67(b)(6)] 


 � An appropriate equivalent methodology? [68.67(b)(7)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


9. Did the PHA address: 


 � The hazards of the process? [68.67(c)(1)] 


 � Identification of any incident that had a likely potential for catastrophic consequences? [68.67(c)(2)] 


 � Engineering and administrative controls applicable to hazards and interrelationships?[68.67(c)(3)] 


 � Consequences of failure of engineering and administrative controls? [68.67(c)(4)] 


 � Stationary source siting? [68.67(c)(5)] 


 � Human factors? [68.67(c)(6)] 


 � An evaluation of a range of the possible safety and health effects of failure of controls? [68.67(c)(7)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


10. Was the PHA performed by a team with expertise in engineering and process operations and did the team include 


appropriate personnel? [68.67(d)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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11. Has the owner or operator established a system to promptly address the team’s findings and recommendations; assured 


that the recommendations are resolved in a timely manner and documented; documented what actions are to be taken; 


completed actions as soon as possible; developed a written schedule of when these actions are to be completed; and 


communicated the actions to operating, maintenance, and other employees whose work assignments are in the process 


and who may be affected by the recommendations? [68.67(e)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


12. Has the PHA been updated and revalidated by a team every five years after the completion of the initial PHA to assure 


that the PHA is consistent with the current process? [68.67(f)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


13. Has the owner or operator retained PHAs and updates or revalidations for each process covered, as well as the 


resolution of recommendations for the life of the process? [68.67(g)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program- Operating procedures [68.69] 


14. Has the owner or operator developed and implemented written operating procedures that provide instructions or steps 


for conducting activities associated with each covered process consistent with the safety information? [68.69(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


15 Do the procedures address the following: [68.69(a)] 


 Steps for each operating phase: [68.69(a)(1)] 


  � Initial Startup? [68.69(a)(1)(i)] 


  � Normal operations? [68.69(a)(1)(ii)] 


  � Temporary operations? [68.69((a)(1)(iii)] 


  � Emergency shutdown including the conditions under which emergency shutdown is required, and the 


assignment of shutdown responsibility to qualified operators to ensure that emergency shutdown is executed 


in a safe and timely manner? [68.69(a)(1)(iv)] 


  � Emergency operations? [68.69(a)(1)(v)] 


  � Normal shutdown?  [68.68(a)(1)(vi)] 


  � Startup following a turnaround, or after emergency shutdown? [68.69(a)(1)(vii)] 


 Operating limits: [68.69(a)(2)] 


  � Consequences of deviations [68.69(a)(2)(i)] 


  � Steps required to correct or avoid deviation? [68.69(a)(2)(ii)] 


 Safety and health considerations: [68.69(a)(3)] 


  � Properties of, and physical hazards presented by, the chemicals used in the process [68.69(a)(3)(i)] 


  � Precautions necessary to prevent exposure, including engineering controls, administrative controls, and 


personal protective equipment? [68.69(a)(3)(ii)] 


  � Control measures to be taken if physical contact or airborne exposure occurs? [68.69(a)(3)(iii)] 


  � Quality control for raw materials and control of hazardous chemical inventory levels? [68.69(a)(3)(iv)] 


  � Any special or unique hazards? [68.69(a)(3)(v)] 


 � Safety systems and their functions? [68.69(a)(4)]   


�Y �N �N/A 


16. Are operating procedures readily accessible to employees who are involved in a process? [68.69(b)] �Y �N �N/A 


17. Has the owner or operator certified annually that the operating procedures are current and accurate and that procedures 


have been reviewed as often as necessary? [68.69(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


18. Has the owner or operator developed and implemented safe work practices to provide for the control of hazards during 


specific operations, such as lockout/tagout? [68.69(d)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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Prevention Program - Training [68.71] 


19 Has each employee involved in operating a process, and each employee before being involved in operating a newly 


assigned process, been initially trained in an overview of the process and in the operating procedures? [68.71(a)(1)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


20. Did initial training include emphasis on safety and health hazards, emergency operations including shutdown, and safe 


work practices applicable to the employee’s job tasks? [68.71(a)(1)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


21. In lieu of initial training for those employees already involved in operating a process on June 21, 1999, an owner or 


operator may certify in writing that the employee has the required knowledge, skills, and abilities to safely carry out 


the duties and responsibilities as specified in the operating procedures [68.71(a)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


22. Has refresher training been provided at least every three years, or more often if necessary, to each employee involved 


in operating a process to assure that the employee understands and adheres to the current operating procedures of the 


process? [68.71(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


23, Has owner or operator ascertained and documented in record that each employee involved in operating a process has 


received and understood the training required? [68.71(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


24. Does the prepared record contain the identity of the employee, the date of the training, and the means used to verify 


that the employee understood the training? [68.71(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program  - Mechanical Integrity [68.73] 


25. Has the owner or operator established and implemented written procedures to maintain the on-going integrity of the 


process equipment listed in 68.73(a)? [68.73(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


26. Has the owner or operator trained each employee involved in maintaining the on-going integrity of process equipment? 


[68.73(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


27. Performed inspections and tests on process equipment? [68.73(d)(1)] �Y �N �N/A 


28. Followed recognized and generally accepted good engineering practices for inspections and testing procedures? 


[68.73(d)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


29. Ensured the frequency of inspections and tests of process equipment is consistent with applicable manufacturers’ 


recommendations, good engineering practices, and prior operating experience? [68.73(d)(3)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


30. Documented each inspection and test that had been performed on process equipment, which identifies the date of the 


inspection or test, the name of the person who performed the inspection or test, the serial number or other identifier of 


the equipment on which the inspection or test was performed, a description of the inspection or test performed, and the 


results of the inspection or test? [68.73(d)(4)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


31. Corrected deficiencies in equipment that were outside acceptable limits defined by the process safety information 


before further use or in a safe and timely manner when necessary means were taken to assure safe operation? 


[68.73(e)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


32. Assured that equipment as it was fabricated is suitable for the process application for which it will be used in the 


construction of new plants and equipment? [68.73(f)(1)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


33. Performed appropriate checks and inspections to assure that equipment was installed properly and consistent with 


design specifications and the manufacturer’s instructions? [68.73(f)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


34. Assured that maintenance materials, spare parts and equipment were suitable for the process application for which they 


would be used? [68.73(f)(3)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program - Management Of Change [68.75] 


35. Has the owner or operator established and implemented written procedures to manage changes to process chemicals, 


technology, equipment, and procedures, and changes to stationary sources that affect a covered process? [68.75(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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36. Do procedures assure that the following considerations are addressed prior to any change: [68.75(b)] 


 � The technical basis for the proposed change? [68.75(b)(1)] 


 � Impact of change on safety and health? [68.75(b)(2)] 


 � Modifications to operating procedures? [68.75(b)(3)] 


 � Necessary time period for the change? [68.75(b)(4)] 


 � Authorization requirements for the proposed change? [68.75(b)(5)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


37. Were employees, involved in operating a process and maintenance, and contract employees, whose job tasks would be 


affected by a change in the process, informed of, and trained in, the change prior to start-up of the process or affected 


parts of the process? [68.75(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


38. If a change resulted in a change in the process safety information, was such information updated accordingly? 


[68.75(d)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


39. If a change resulted in a change in the operating procedures or practices, had such procedures or practices been 


updated accordingly? [68.75(e)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program - Pre-startup Safety Review [68.77] 


40. If the facility installed a new stationary source, or significantly modified an existing source, (as discussed at 68.77(a)) 


did it perform a pre-startup safety review prior to the introduction of a regulated substance to a process to confirm: 


[68.77(b)] 


 � Construction and equipment was in accordance with design specifications? [68.77(b)(1)] 


 � Safety, operating, maintenance, and emergency procedures were in place and were adequate? [68.77(b)(2)] 


 � For new stationary sources, a process hazard analysis had been performed and recommendations had been 


resolved or implemented before startup? [68.77(b)(3)] 


 � Modified stationary sources meet the requirements contained in management of change? [68.77(b)(3)] 


 � Training of each employee involved in operating a process had been completed? [68.77(b)(4)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program - Compliance audits [68.79] 


41. Has the owner or operator certified that the stationary source has evaluated compliance with the provisions of the 


prevention program at least every three years to verify that the developed procedures and practices are adequate and 


being followed? [68.79(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


42. Has the audit been conducted by at least one person knowledgeable in the process? [68.79(b)] �Y �N �N/A 


43. Are the audit findings documented in a report? [68.79(c)] �Y �N �N/A 


44. Has the owner or operator promptly determined and documented an appropriate response to each of the findings of the 


audit and documented that deficiencies had been corrected? [68.79(d)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


45. Has the owner or operator retained the two most recent compliance reports? [68.79(e)] �Y �N �N/A 


Prevention Program - Incident investigation [68.81] 


46. Has the owner or operator investigated each incident that resulted in, or could reasonably have resulted in a 


catastrophic release of a regulated substance? [68.81(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


47. Were all incident investigations initiated not later than 48 hours following the incident? [68.81(b)] �Y �N �N/A 


48. Was an accident investigation team established and did it consist of at least one person knowledgeable in the process 


involved, including a contract employee if the incident involved work of a contractor, and other persons with 


appropriate knowledge and experience to thoroughly investigate and analyze the incident? [68.81(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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49. Was a report prepared at the conclusion of every investigation? [68.81(d)] �Y �N �N/A 


50. Does every report include: [68.81(d)] 


 � Date of incident? [68.81(d)(1)] 


 � Date investigation began? [68.81(d)(2)] 


 � A description of the incident? [68.81(d)(3)] 


 � The factors that contributed to the incident? [68.81(d)(4)] 


 � Any recommendations resulting from the investigation? [68.81(d)(5)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


51. Has the owner or operator established a system to address and resolve the report findings and recommendations, and 


are the resolutions and corrective actions documented? [68.81(e)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


52. Was the report reviewed with all affected personnel whose job tasks are relevant to the incident findings including 


contract employees where applicable?  [68.81(f)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


53. Has the owner or operator retained incident investigation reports for at least five years? [68.81(g)] �Y �N �N/A 


Section D - Employee Participation [68.83] 


1. Has the owner or operator developed a written plan of action regarding the implementation of the employee 


participation required by this section? [68.83(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. Has the owner or operator consulted with employees and their representatives on the conduct and development of 


process hazards analyses and on the development of the other elements of process safety management in chemical 


accident prevention provisions? [68.83(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


3. Has the owner or operator provided to employees and their representatives access to process hazards analyses and to 


all other information required to be developed under the chemical accident prevention rule?  [68.83(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Section E - Hot Work Permit [68.85] 


1. Has the owner or operator issued a hot work permit for each hot work operation conducted on or near a covered 


process?  [68.85(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. Does the permit document that the fire prevention and protection requirements in 29CFR 1910.252(a) have been 


implemented prior to beginning the hot work operations?  [68.85(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


3. Does the permit indicate the date(s) authorized for hot work and the object(s) upon which hot work is to be performed?  


[68.85(b] 


�Y �N �N/A 


4. Are the permits being kept on file until completion of the hot work operations?  [68.85(b)] �Y �N �N/A 


Section F - Contractors [68.87] 


1. Has the owner or operator obtained and evaluated information regarding the contract owner or operator’s safety 


performance and programs when selecting a contractor?  [68.87(b)(1)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. Informed contract owner or operator of the known potential fire, explosion, or toxic release hazards related to the 


contractor’s work and the process?  [68.87(b)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


3. Explained to the contract owner or operator the applicable provisions of the emergency response or the emergency 


action program?  [68.87(b)(3)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


4. Developed and implemented safe work practices consistent with §68.69(d), to control the entrance, presence, and exit 


of the contract owner or operator and contract employees in the covered process areas? [68.87(b)(4)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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RMP Program Level 3 Process Checklist Facility Name: _____________________________________ 


5. Periodically evaluated the performance of the contract owner or operator in fulfilling their obligations (as described at 


68.87(c)(1) – (c)(5))? [68.87(b)(5)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Section G - Emergency Response [68.90 - 68.95] 


Developed and implemented an emergency response program as provided in 40 CFR 68.90-68.95?  �S �M �U �N/A 


Comments:    


1. Is the facility designated as a “first responder” in case of an accidental release of regulated substances” �Y �N �N/A 


1.a. If the facility is not a first responder: 


1.a.(1) For stationary sources with any regulated substances held in a process above threshold quantities, is the source 


included in the community emergency response plan developed under 42 U.S.C. 11003? [68.90(b)(1)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


1.a.(2) For stationary sources with only regulated flammable substances held in a process above threshold quantities, has 


the owner or operator coordinated response actions with the local fire department? [68.90(b)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


1.a.(3) Are appropriate mechanisms in place to notify emergency responders when there is need for a response? 


[68.90(b)(3)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. An emergency response plan is maintained at the stationary source and contains the following? [68.95(a)(1)] 


 � Procedures for informing the public and local emergency response agencies about accidental releases? 


[68.95(a)(1)(i)] 


 � Documentation of proper first-aid and emergency medical treatment necessary to treat accidental human 


exposures? [68.95(a)(1)(ii)] 


 � Procedures and measures for emergency response after an accidental release of a regulated substance? 


[68.95(a)(1)(iii)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


3. The emergency response plan contains procedures for the use of emergency response equipment and for its inspection, 


testing, and maintenance? [68.95(a)(2)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


4. The emergency response plan requires, and there is documentation of, training for all employees in relevant 


procedures? [68.95(a)(3)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


5. The owner or operator has developed and implemented procedures to review and update, as appropriate, the 


emergency response plan to reflect changes at the stationary source and ensure that employees are informed of 


changes?  [68.95(a)(4)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


6. Did the owner or operator use a written plan that complies with other Federal contingency plan regulations or is 


consistent with the approach in the National Response Team’s Integrated Contingency Plan Guidance (‘‘One Plan’’)?  


If so, does the plan include the elements provided in paragraph (a) of 68.95, and also complies with paragraph (c) of 


68.95? [68.95(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


7. Has the emergency response plan been coordinated with the community emergency response plan developed under 


EPCRA? [68.95(c)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


Section H – Risk Management Plan [40 CFR 68.190 – 68.195] 


1. Does the single registration form include, for each covered process, the name and CAS number of each regulated 


substance held above the threshold quantity in the process, the maximum quantity of each regulated substance or 


mixture in the process (in pounds) to two significant digits, the five- or six-digit NAICS code that most closely 


corresponds to the process and the Program level of the process? [68.160(b)(7)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


2. Did the facility assign the correct program level(s) to its covered process(es)? [68.160(b)(7)] �Y �N �N/A 
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3. Has the owner or operator reviewed and updated the RMP and submitted it to EPA [68.190(a)]? 


 Reason for update: 


 � Five-year update.  [68.190(b)(1)] 


 � Within three years of a newly regulated substance listing.  [68.190(b)(2)] 


 � At the time a new regulated substance is first present in an already regulated process above threshold quantities. 


[68.190(b)(3)] 


 � At the time a regulated substance is first present in an new process above threshold quantities. [68.190(b)(4)] 


 � Within six months of a change requiring revised PHA or hazard review. [68.190(b)(5)] 


 � Within six months of a change requiring a revised OCA as provided in 68.36. [68.190(b)(6)] 


 � Within six months of a change that alters the Program level that applies to any covered process. [68.190(b)(7)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


4. If the owner or operator experienced an accidental release that met the five-year accident history reporting criteria (as 


described at 68.42) subsequent to April 9, 2004, did the owner or operator submit the information required at 68.168, 


68.170(j) and 68.175(l) within six months of the release or by the time the RMP was updated as required at 68.190, 


whichever was earlier. [68.195(a)] 


�Y �N �N/A 


5. If the emergency contact information required at 68.160(b)(6) has changed since June 21, 2004, did the owner or 


operator submit corrected information within thirty days of the change? [68.195(b)] 


�Y �N �N/A 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 4:28 PM
To: Kevin.L.Roberts@dupont.com
Subject: RE: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 12/15-19/2014


Mr. Roberts; 
 
I am available any time on Friday December 5, 2014. 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. EPA 
 


From: Kevin.L.Roberts@dupont.com [mailto:Kevin.L.Roberts@dupont.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 3:24 PM 
To: Hensley, Dave 
Subject: RE: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 12/15‐19/2014 
 
Mr. Hensley –  
 
Thank you for your email providing notice of EPA’s planned Risk Management Program inspection at the DuPont La 
Porte facility.  We received your document request and will work to collect documents in advance of your arrival as well 
as identify potential interviewees.  We would like to propose a conference call prior to your visit to discuss scoping and 
resource needs.  Please let me know your availability for a call on Friday, December 5 and I will send out a meeting 
request with dial in information. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kevin Roberts 
 
 
 
 


From: Hensley, Dave [mailto:Hensley.Dave@epa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 12:12 PM 
To: ROBERTS, KEVIN L 
Subject: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 12/15-19/2014 
 
Mr. Roberts; 
 
My name is Dave Hensley. I do Risk Management Program inspections for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6. I have been asked to do an inspection at your facility. The inspection is planned for December 15 to 19, 2014. I 
will be arriving at your facility at approximately 1:00 PM on December 15, 2014. This inspection will cover the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act Section 112(r) and the Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR Part 68). The 
scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited to:  reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; 
interviews and taking of statements; reviewing of chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and 
photographs; and any other inspection activities necessary to determine compliance with the Act.  
 
Attached please find a checklist that I will use to guide the inspection, and a list of documents that I know I will need to 
review during the inspection. This list of documents is not intended to be all inclusive but a starting point.  
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During the inspection I know I will need to talk to people who can tell me about your worst case scenario determination, 
process hazard analysis (PHA) program, incident investigation program, management of change program, mechanical 
integrity program, training program, and emergency response program.  
 
If there is an employee union at your facility, I need to extend an invitation to them to participate in the inspection. 
Please provide me the contact information for appropriate employee representatives.  
 
Feel free to contact me if you have questions or concerns.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 


 
This communication is for use by the intended recipient and contains 
information that may be Privileged, confidential or copyrighted under 
applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
formally notified that any use, copying or distribution of this e-mail, 
in whole or in part, is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender by 
return e-mail and delete this e-mail from your system. Unless explicitly 
and conspicuously designated as "E-Contract Intended", this e-mail does 
not constitute a contract offer, a contract amendment, or an acceptance 
of a contract offer. This e-mail does not constitute a consent to the 
use of sender's contact information for direct marketing purposes or for 
transfers of data to third parties. 


The dupont.com http://dupont.com web address may be used for a limited period of time by the following 
divested businesses that are no longer affiliated in any way with DuPont: 
Borealis Polymers NV 
Jacob Holm & Sonner Holding A/S (Jacob Holm) 
Kuraray Co., Ltd 


DuPont accepts no liability or responsibility for the content or use of communications 
sent or received on behalf of such divested businesses or for the consequences of 
any actions taken on the basis of such communications. 


Francais Deutsch Italiano  Espanol  Portugues  Japanese  Chinese  Korean 


          http://www.DuPont.com/corp/email_disclaimer.html 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Friday, December 05, 2014 1:32 PM
To: Andy Goodridge
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Kevin McLeod; Robert Jefferson; Corey Zindler
Subject: RE: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection


Hi Andy; 
 
Two people would be fine, with me.  
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. EPA 
 


From: Andy Goodridge [mailto:andy.goodridge@tceq.texas.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 04, 2014 11:41 AM 
To: Hensley, Dave; Don.Holmstrom@csb.gov; Johnnie.Banks@csb.gov; Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov 
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Kevin McLeod; Robert Jefferson; Corey Zindler 
Subject: RE: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 
 
Hi Dave, 
 
Thanks for the heads up and invitation.  I have informed my management chain and will let you know whether we will 
be accompanying your inspection.  How many people do you think the inspection can accommodate (if we go I expect 
perhaps two from our office)? 
 
I’m on the road today but please feel to call Corey Zindler (713‐767‐3622) if you have questions or additional 
information.  We will be in touch with you very soon. 
 
Best Regards, 
A 
 
Andy Goodridge 
Air Section Manager 
TCEQ Region 12 – Houston 
5425 Polk St, Ste H, Houston, TX 77023 
Ph: 713‐767‐3500 
Fax: 713‐767‐3520 
 


From: Hensley, Dave [mailto:Hensley.Dave@epa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 3:07 PM 
To: Don.Holmstrom@csb.gov; Johnnie.Banks@csb.gov; Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov; Andy Goodridge 
Cc: Tates, Samuel 
Subject: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 
 
Hi; 
 
My name is Dave Hensley. I do Risk Management Program inspections for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6. I have been asked to do an inspection at the DuPont La Porte Plant, at 12501 Strang Road, La Porte, Texas. The 
inspection is planned for December 15 through 19, 2014. I will be arriving at the facility at approximately 1:00 PM on 
December 15, 2014. This inspection will cover the requirements of the Clean Air Act Section 112(r) and the Chemical 
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Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR Part 68). The scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited 
to:  reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; interviews and taking of statements; reviewing of 
chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and photographs; and any other inspection activities 
necessary to determine compliance with the Act. 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
214‐665‐6739 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 4:24 PM
To: 'Kevin.L.Roberts@usa.dupont.com'
Subject: EPA RMP Inspection 


Hi Mr. Roberts; 
 
The Risk management Program inspection is scheduled for next week 12/15‐19/2014.  
 
The personnel coming on the inspection are: Dave Hensley EPA Region 6, Sherronda Phelps EPA Region 6, Faith Cotton 
TCEQ, and Herman Rogers TCEQ.  
 
We will arrive at the DuPont main gate at 1 PM, and an opening meeting is scheduled for 2 PM.  
 
I look forward to working with you.  
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
214‐665‐6739 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Hensley, Dave
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 4:11 PM
To: faith.cotton@tceq.texas.gov; herman.rodgers@tceq.texas.gov; Corey Zindler
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Phelps, Sherronda
Subject: DuPont La Porte Risk Management Plan Inspection
Attachments: RMP  Level 3 Checklist.pdf; DuPontEPARMP_List_of_documents_Dupont.docx


Hi; 
 
As you may know I am planning a Risk Management Plan Inspection for the week of 12/15‐18/2014. Your names were 
given me as those interested in participating in the inspection. I have arranged to be a the facility main gate at 1 PM, and 
have scheduled an opening conference at 2 PM. let’s meet at the DuPont main gate at 1PM. I am attaching the check list 
that I use to help guide these inspections and a preliminary document request is have sent to DuPont. I look forward to 
working with you. If you have any questions feel free to contact me at the below contact info.  
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
214‐665‐6739 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 








 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 


1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TEXAS  75202-2733 


 
ATTACHMENT 1 


Notice and Opportunity to Comment 
Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 2.204(e) 


 
BY PERSONAL DELIVERY ON ____________________ (date) 
 
Received by: 
Name and Title of facility Responsible Official* (print): 


Company/Facility Name: 


Mailing Address: 


Upon receipt, please sign below and return a copy to the waiting EPA inspector. 
 
________________________________________ 
Signature of Responsible Official 
 


Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(“EPA” or “Agency”) is seeking to determine the entitlement to confidential treatment of the 
information you claimed on the attached confidentiality notice form as being business 
confidential and that you submitted to the Agency during the subject inspection.  You have 
claimed all or part of this information as confidential business information (“CBI”).  


 
The EPA Office of Regional Counsel will be making a final confidentiality determination 


concerning this information.  If you feel that some or all of the above information is entitled to 
confidential treatment, please specify which portions of the information you consider 
confidential.  Please be specific by page, paragraph, and sentence when identifying the 
information subject to your claim.  Any information not specifically identified as subject to a 
confidentiality claim will be disclosed to the public without further notice to you.  In accordance 
with 40 C.F.R. § 2.204(e), please answer the following questions, giving as much detail as 
possible, for each item or class of information that you identify as being subject to your claim: 
  


1.      What specific portions of the information do you allege to be entitled to confidential 
treatment?  For what period of time do you request that the information be maintained 
as confidential, e.g., until a certain date, until the occurrence of a specified event, or 
permanently?  If the occurrence of a specific event will eliminate the need for 
confidentiality, please specify that event. 


 
*  Responsible Official refers to a facility representative with the knowledge to make a confidentiality claim. 
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2.      Information submitted to EPA becomes stale over time.  Why should the information 
you claim as confidential be protected for the time period specified in your answer to 
question #1? 


  
3.      What measures have you taken to protect the information claimed as confidential?  


Have you disclosed the information to anyone other than a governmental body or 
someone who is bound by an agreement not to disclose the information further?  If so, 
why should the information still be considered confidential? 


  
4.      Is the information contained in any publicly available material such as the Internet, 


publicly available databases, promotional publications, annual reports, or articles?  Is 
there any means by which a member of the public could obtain access to the 
information?  Is the information of a kind that you would customarily not release to the 
public? 


  
5.      Has any governmental body made a determination as to the confidentiality of the 


information?  If so, please attach a copy of the determination. 
  


6.      For each category of information claimed as confidential, explain with specificity why 
release of the information is likely to cause substantial harm to your competitive 
position.  Explain the specific nature of those harmful effects, why they should be 
viewed as substantial, and the causal relationship between disclosure and such harmful 
effects.  How could your competitors make use of this information to your detriment? 


  
7.      Do you assert that the information is submitted on a voluntary or a mandatory basis?  


Please explain the reason for your assertion.  If you assert that the information is 
voluntarily submitted information, explain whether and why disclosure of the 
information would tend to lessen the availability to EPA of similar information in the 
future. 


  
8.      If you believe any information to be (a) trade secret(s), please so state and explain the 


reason for your belief.  Please attach copies of those pages with brackets around the text 
that you claim to be (a) trade secret(s). 


  
9.      Any other issue you deem relevant, including, where applicable, reasons why you 


believe that the information you claim to be CBI is not emission data, information 
collected under section 211(b)(2)(A) of the Clean Air Act, effluent data, a standard or 
limitation, or information dealing with the existence, absence, or level of contaminants 
in drinking water.  You may refer to 40 C.F.R. §§ 2.301-2.311 for discussion of certain 
types of information not eligible for confidential treatment. 


 
Please note that you bear the burden of substantiating your confidentiality claims.  


Conclusory allegations will be given little or no weight in the determination.  If you wish to 
claim any of the information in your response as confidential, you must mark the response 
"CONFIDENTIAL" or with a similar designation, and must bracket all text so claimed.  
Information so designated will be disclosed by EPA only to the extent allowed by, and by means 
of the procedures set forth in, 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B.  If you fail to claim the information as 
confidential, it may be made available to the public without further notice to you. 
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Your comments must be postmarked or hand delivered to the EPA Region 6 office by the 


15th working day after your receipt of this notice.  The comments should be sent to the office in 
a double envelope.  The outside envelope should bear the address of the EPA Regional Office 
and the name of the Air Enforcement Document Control Officer (DCO).  The inside envelope 
should be clearly marked “To Be Opened Only by the Air Enforcement Document Control 
Officer.”  The address for the outside envelope is: 


 
Janet Adams (6EN-AT) 
U.S. EPA Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX  75202-2733 


 
Alternatively, your comments can be e-mailed to Janet Adams at adams.janet@epa.gov. You 
may seek an extension of time to submit your comments to this office, but the request must be 
made before the end of the 15-day period.  Except in extraordinary circumstances, no extension 
will be approved.  Failure to submit your comments within that time will be regarded as a waiver 
of your confidentiality claim or claims, and EPA may release the information.  Should you have 
any questions concerning this matter, please call me at (214) 665-______. 


 
 
___________________________ 
Inspector, EPA Region 6 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Andy Goodridge <andy.goodridge@tceq.texas.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 04, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Hensley, Dave; Don.Holmstrom@csb.gov; Johnnie.Banks@csb.gov; 


Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Kevin McLeod; Robert Jefferson; Corey Zindler
Subject: RE: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection


Hi Dave, 
 
Thanks for the heads up and invitation.  I have informed my management chain and will let you know whether we will 
be accompanying your inspection.  How many people do you think the inspection can accommodate (if we go I expect 
perhaps two from our office)? 
 
I’m on the road today but please feel to call Corey Zindler (713‐767‐3622) if you have questions or additional 
information.  We will be in touch with you very soon. 
 
Best Regards, 
A 
 
Andy Goodridge 
Air Section Manager 
TCEQ Region 12 – Houston 
5425 Polk St, Ste H, Houston, TX 77023 
Ph: 713‐767‐3500 
Fax: 713‐767‐3520 
 


From: Hensley, Dave [mailto:Hensley.Dave@epa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 3:07 PM 
To: Don.Holmstrom@csb.gov; Johnnie.Banks@csb.gov; Nickerson.Richard@DoL.gov; Andy Goodridge 
Cc: Tates, Samuel 
Subject: EPA Risk Management Program Inspection 
 
Hi; 
 
My name is Dave Hensley. I do Risk Management Program inspections for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6. I have been asked to do an inspection at the DuPont La Porte Plant, at 12501 Strang Road, La Porte, Texas. The 
inspection is planned for December 15 through 19, 2014. I will be arriving at the facility at approximately 1:00 PM on 
December 15, 2014. This inspection will cover the requirements of the Clean Air Act Section 112(r) and the Chemical 
Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR Part 68). The scope of this inspection may include, but is not limited 
to:  reviewing and obtaining copies of documents and records; interviews and taking of statements; reviewing of 
chemical storage, handling, processing, and use; taking samples and photographs; and any other inspection activities 
necessary to determine compliance with the Act. 
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
214‐665‐6739 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
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Hensley, Dave


From: Faith Cotton <faith.cotton@tceq.texas.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:17 AM
To: Hensley, Dave
Subject: RE: DuPont La Porte Risk Management Plan Inspection


Thank you for the update. 
 
Faith C. Cotton 
Emergency Response Coordinator 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Region 12 (Houston) 
(713) 767‐3689 Office 
(713) 540‐1735 
 
 
 


From: Hensley, Dave [mailto:Hensley.Dave@epa.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 4:11 PM 
To: Faith Cotton; herman.rodgers@tceq.texas.gov; Corey Zindler 
Cc: Tates, Samuel; Phelps, Sherronda 
Subject: DuPont La Porte Risk Management Plan Inspection 
 
Hi; 
 
As you may know I am planning a Risk Management Plan Inspection for the week of 12/15‐18/2014. Your names were 
given me as those interested in participating in the inspection. I have arranged to be a the facility main gate at 1 PM, and 
have scheduled an opening conference at 2 PM. let’s meet at the DuPont main gate at 1PM. I am attaching the check list 
that I use to help guide these inspections and a preliminary document request is have sent to DuPont. I look forward to 
working with you. If you have any questions feel free to contact me at the below contact info.  
 
Dave Hensley (6EN‐AS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
214‐665‐6739 
hensley.dave@epa.gov 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 







